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1. The amendment of 10/29/07 has been entered. Claims 1-6, 8-12, and 14 are 
pending. 

2. Claims 11-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

A. The instant claims 11-12 and 14 recite "including an inorganic powder" which is 
interpreted in its broadest reasonable sense, as is axiomatic in the patent law, as including 
anything since there is no closed language. Claim 1 1 then reads "and wherein the content of a 
foreign substance is 15 mg per 20 kg or less." It is unclear what the boundary is between the 
things included in the paste by the above mentioned open language and those things which are 
excluded by "foreign substance" since "foreign substances" are not specifically defined. The 
scope of the instant claims is therefore unclear. The applicant argues that "foreign substances" 
has a well known meaning in the art as referring to contaminates and other undesirable materials 
that are not purposefully part of the paste or a paste component." The applicant provides no 
probative evidence that this is well known in the art. The examiner's experience is that one 
person's "contaminates and other undesirable materials that are not purposefully part of the paste 
or a paste component" is another's desired component which is clearly evidenced and inferred by 
the concept of "teaching away" in the patent law. The argument regarding "that are not 
purposefully part of the paste or a paste component" requires one somehow to determine the 
motivation behind how a component got into a paste. This creates a situation in which the same 
composition could be said not to fall within the scope of the claims where there was no 
motivation to purposely put it there and the same composition would fall within the scope of the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/63 1,851 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1796 

claims where the component was purposely put there. The applicant has not particularly pointed 
out and distinctly claimd the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention because the 
applicant does not define the argued "foreign substances" so that the skilled artisan knows what 
can and cannot be put into the claimed inventions. This fact and the applicant's arguments in 
this regard appear to create a situation where the applicant can, at a later time, state that some 
other composition either falls within the scope of the instant claims or does not, as it pleases 
them, which is contrary to the statute requirement that the applicant particularly point out and 
distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention in the examined 
application. 

Applicant's argument regarding giving the broadest reasonable interpretation applies both 
ways to the instant claims. One must give the broadest reasonable interpretation as to what is 
included by the open language "including" of the instant claims. Coupled with the axiom that 
one person's foreign substance is another person's desired substance, a fact that is apparent from 
consideration of the entirety of the composition references, it is not so obvious what constitutes a 
"foreign substance" that is to be excluded by the instant claims, "not purposefully added" does 
not help in that the foreign substances are usually in ingredients that are "purposefully added" 
and thus appear "purposely added" themselves. The applicant's arguments in this regard have 
been fully considered but are not persuasive for the above cited reasons. This rejection is 
therefore maintained. 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 11-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US 
Pat. No. 6660184 Singh etal. 

Singh et al disclose phosphor pastes suitable for application to plasma display panels. 
Although the reference does not recite a paste production method such as claimed instantly, 
applicants need show that the process limitations of the rejected claims necessarily produce 
pastes with patentably distinct properties from the pastes of the reference. The above claims 
depend from a canceled claim which cannot be said to require the viscosity of claim 1 from 
which claims 11-12 and 14 depend since claim 7 in effect does not exist and it is therefore not 
clear what limitations the claims have when they depend from the canceled claim. The claims 
are therefore interpreted in their broadest reasonable sense as reading on the inventions of the 
cited prior art. The abstract of the patentee references "phosphor paste" which is interpreted as 
including the phosphor argued by the applicant. The applicant's argument is therefore not 
persuasive. See the abstract and the remainder of the reference in regards to the newly recited 
limitations of claim 11. See column 1, lines 40-41 for the instantly claimed viscosities which can 
be present in claims 1 1-12 and 14. See column 1, line 50; column 2, lines 45-49; and the claims 
for metal oxides and phosphors. The rejection is therefore maintained as stated herein. 

The declaration of Kazutaka Kusano of 3/19/07 has been considered. In view of the above 
"1 12" rejection regarding the scope of the instant claims, particularly relating to "foreign 
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substances", it is not seen that the instant claims do not encompass the presence of the "foreign 
substances" of the declarant. Furthermore, the "foreign substances" are not specifically 
identified. If they are "inorganic powders" they are specifically encompassed by the instant 
claims. Thus, it is not seen that the declaration distinguishes the instant claims from the pastes of 
the cited prior art on at least these two grounds. It is also not seen that the inorganic powders of 
the instant declaration and those of the patentee began with the same content of foreign 
substances, which would materially affect the outcome and not be indicative of any unexpected 
result from the method of making the two pastes. 

Applicant's arguments and declaration have been fully considered but are not persuasive for 
the reasons stated above. It is further not seen that the reference considers any ingredients to be 
foreign substances that are present in amounts greater than those of the instant claims. This 
rejection is therefore maintained. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-6, 8-12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over US Pat. No. 6043604 Horiuchi et al. in view of JP 1 1-197479 Susumu (machine translation 
provided and referenced below) and US Pat. No. 6326449 Haldankar. 

Horiuchi discloses making pastes of the instantly claimed components using roller mills 
throughout the entire document, particularly the abstract; column 1, lines 5-7; column 6, line 53 
to column 15, line 55, particularly column 15, lines 43-55 which discloses mixing with roller 
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mills and pastes having the instantly claimed viscosities. The instantly claimed paste 
components are disclosed therein. The patentee does not mention the presence of any foreign 
substances. It is therefore taken as falling within the scope of the instantly claimed amount of 
foreign substances. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the instantly 
claimed invention to mix the pastes of Horiuchi with the device of Susumu because Horiuchi 
discloses mixing their compositions with roller mills generally, though not the instantly claimed 
roller mill, and Susumu discloses preparing a paste, which falls within the scope of paste of the 
instant claims, using a device falling within the scope of that of the instant claims (see the figures 
of the instant application and Susumu) and the mixing of Horiuchi would have been expected to 
have the benefits disclosed by Susumu where Susumu's device is used as the roller mill. The last 
3 lines of the abstract of Susumu fall within the scope of the instant claim 2. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the instantly claimed invention to add the 
liquids of Horiuchi to the mixer of Susumu by metering pump because such devices are 
commonly employed to give known consistent amounts of liquid components to chemical 
processing apparatus as shown by Haldankar, column 9, lines 65-67 and the benefits of such 
devices including reproducible usage of the same amounts of components would be expected to 
be beneficial in the mixing discussed above for reasons appreciated by the ordinary skilled 
artisan. The figures of Susumu show the structure of the instant claim 4. Susumu is silent 
regarding the dimensions of the instant claim 5. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the instantly claimed invention to use the dimensions of the instant 
claim 5 in Susumu's device because the reference's silence in this regard is taken as showing 
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these dimensions not to be critical to Susumu so that the ordinary skilled artisan could choose the 
dimensions which give the most conveniently sized apparatus for their purposes. No unexpected 
results are seen in a manner commensurate in scope with the instant claim 5 and the cited prior 
art for these dimensions. Paragraph [0019] of the DETAILED DESCRIPTION of Susumu 
show that his rollers are the ceramic of the instant claim 6. Column 6, lines 40-67 of Horiuchi 
falls within the scope of the instant claim 8. The photosensitive monomers of column 11, line 6 
et seq. of Horiuchi fall within the scope of the instant claim 10. It is not seen that any of the 
components of the references are excluded by "foreign substance" for the reasons discussed 
above. The printing or coating of the black compositions of Horiuchi will give "black stripes" of 
the instant claims 12 and 14 where the components of the pastes give black compositions such as 
when the dyes of column 13, lines 34-49 are black. Other items of claims 12 and 14 are 
encompassed throughout Horiuchi. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the instantly claimed 
roller dimensions because they would have been expected to give the mixing properties of the 
mixers discussed above and because, based on the small container size of Susumu, MEANS, 
section [0020], the radius of the rollers would apparently be within the broad range of the instant 
claims factored with the roller apparent size relative to the small clearance of "7" of the figures 
and the size of clearance 3 of the figures required to give the desired flow illustrated in Figure 3 
and described at Susumu, DETAILED DESCRIPTION, section [001 1] while the length of the 
rollers is expected to affect that area of material that can be rolled at a time in a predictable 
manner while not making them too long reduces their ability to bow, as predictable to the 
ordinary skilled artisan based on the material the roller is made of, which such bowing clearly 
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reducing forces applied to the components to be mixed and based on See MPEP 2144.04 [R-6] 
Legal Precedent as Source of Supporting Rationale IV. CHANGES IN SIZE, SHAPE, OR 
SEQUENCE OF ADDING INGREDIENTS, particularly In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 
F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984). 

See MPEP 2144.04 [R-6] Legal Precedent as Source of Supporting Rationale IV. 
CHANGES IN SIZE, SHAPE, OR SEQUENCE OF ADDING 

INGREDIENTS 

A. Changes in Size/Proportion 

In re Rose , 220 F.2d 459, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1955) (Claims directed to a lumber 
package "of appreciable size and weight requiring handling by a lift truck" where held 
unpatentable over prior art lumber packages which could be lifted by hand because 
limitations relating to the size of the package were not sufficient to patentably distinguish 
over the prior art.); In re Rinehart, 531 F.2d 1048, 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976) 
("mere scaling up of a prior art process capable of being scaled up, if such were the case, 
would not establish patentability in a claim to an old process so scaled." 531 F.2d at 
1053, 189 USPQ at 148.). and particularly In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 
USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal 
Circuit held that, where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a recitation 
of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative dimensions 
would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

See also MPEP 2141, particularly the Supreme Court in KSR International Co. v. 
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Teleflex Inc. (KSR), 550 U.S. , 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007). The guidelines are 

based on the Office's current understanding of the law, and are believed to be fully 
consistent with the binding precedent of the Supreme Court. Further developments in the 
law of obviousness are to be expected in view of KSR. Thus, it is not clear which Federal 
Circuit decisions will retain their viability. 

The applicant's arguments have been fully considered but are not persuasive for the 
reasons stated above. 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Patrick D. Niland whose telephone number is 571-272-1 121 . The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 10 to 5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wu, can be reached on 571-272-1 1 14. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Patrick D Niland/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1796 



